AMENDMENT TO FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT 


eee ee OF FABRICS NOT HIGHLY + ee 


HEARING 


BEFORE A 


SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 

< COMMITTEE ON 

INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 

UNITED STATES SENATE 
EIGHTY-THIRD CONGRESS 


SECOND SESSION 


Pe) 
en 
<< 


UNIV. OF MIC 


ON 


S. 3379 


A BILL TO AMEND THE FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT, SO AS 
TO EXEMPT FROM ITS APPLICATION FABRICS AND 
APPAREL WHICH ARE NOT HIGHLY 


WEARING . 
FLAMMABLE 


MAY 11, 1954 


ise of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 


Printed for the use 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON : 1954 





Staten ol 

Al Willian execul ‘ ce pre ent aitic | | c, l 
Asher, Robe | \K | I ( f Ke ‘ 
I¢ and | e P Depart rs ‘ 

Ba \rt I 1 Pi \ Lal ( 

Buck, G aid Givewtes, Matiaaak ¢ ol 
\ ( 18 Sti NW W I t ce 

Ce Rude ( i r of 1 ul Pp Ix Lill 
W \ ‘ t 1 B. | 41, a { eral 
wa ! { i Ix vill 


Ii | \ ( I) ( 
( ( i IX¢ h ft vicd \ Cx | 
( 1) W. ] \y | iS | S I 
Le f ( ( 


Irl 


LO 


7 


md 


40 


J 





AMENDMENTS TO THE FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT 


(Exemption of Fabrics not Highly Flammable) 





TUESDAY, MAY 11, 1954 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE No. 6 ON 
BUSINESS AND CoNSUMER INTERESTS OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 2:40 p. m., pursuant to call, in room G—-16 
of the Capitol, Senator William A. Purtell (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Purtell (chairman of the subcommittee), Mon- 
roney, and Pastore. 

Also present: Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk; and Robert 
L’Heureux, counsel. 

Senator Purretn. Our hearing will come to order. 

Without objection, a copy of 8. 3379 will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The bill, S. 3379, is as follows:) 


[S. 3379, 83d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Flammable Fabrics Act, so as to exempt from its application fabrics and wearing 
ipparel which are not highly flammable 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re presentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Flammable Fabrics Act (67 Stat. 111; 
15 U.S. C. sees. 1191-1200) is amended as follows: 

(1) In section 2 (d) after the comma following: “hats, gloves” insert “scarfs 
made of plain surface fabrics’; and (2) after subsection (b) of section 4 insert the 
following: 

“(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of Commercial Standard 192-53, setting 
forth the conditions under which samples of fabrics and articles of wearing 
apparel are to be tested, the tests shall be made upon samples which after having 
been previously dried are conditioned to equilibrium in the standard textile 
testing atmosphere of 65 per centum relative humidity and seventy degrees 
Fahrenheit.” 


Senator Purreu. In order to save time, I shall, without objection, 
insert in the record two press releases which I have issued upon this 
matter. 

(The press releases referred to are as follows:) 


{April 20, 1954—-For immediate release] 
INquirRY INTO COMPLAINTS AGAINST THE FLAMMABLE Faprics Act 


Senator William A. Purtell (Republican, Conn.), chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Business and Consumer Interests of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce Committee announced today that his group is looking into numerous com- 
plaints that the Flammable Fabrics Act (Public Law 88, 83d Cong., approved 
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be safely said that the business community is strongly in favor of such legislation. 
are ‘“‘so highly flammable as to be dangerous when worn by individuals.” It may 
be safely said that the business community is strongly ia favor of such legislation. 
The general understanding, however, was that the act merely applied to fabrics 
and articles of wearing apparel which will ignite and burn in a flash when they 
come in contact with a flame or a cigarette. It is only in recent months that 
businessmen have come to realize, as a result of laboratory tests conducted pur- 
suant to the method prescribed in commercial standard 191—53, that many textile 
fabrics which have never been involved in a flash burning episode will be classed 
as “dangerously flammable’? under the Flammable Fabrics Act, and thus not 
legally saleable after June 29, 1954 
Our subcommittee has heard mostly from businessmen in the silk trade who 
say that they were convinced that the act was passed to protect the public from 
fabrics which burn intensely and in a flash, such as brushed rayon and other 
synthetic pile fabrics and that they never believed that the act would be applicable 
to silk because it is a historical fact that silk has been imported into the United 
States for over 100 vears and to their knowledge the fabric made from it has never 
endangered a person. 
“Tt was not until silk was tested under the standards setforth by Commercial 
Standard 191-53, which were incorporated specifically in the act, that it was 











discovered that the provisions of the act would be applicable to silk. As far as 
is known, there is no prac able method to render silk fireproof which will not 
make it lose its appealing softness and luster. Intensive tests are presently 
being conducted by competent eh ical firms in ar attempt to solve this problem 
but they will need time to conduct their tests and research. Because silk is 





frequently made into thin fabries such as fine sheers, chiffons, silk stockings, ete., 
it will be affected by the strict standards of flammability contained in the act. 








Some businessmen estimate that the law, as it is now written, will cause the 
banishment of 75 percent of the silk scarves and silk fabrics, which, until the 
present, have been in ported from Japa . One New ‘York company alone esti- 


mates that enforcement of the act will amount to virtual confiscation of large 
quantities of merchandise which it has had on hand, some for as long as 3 years or 
more, the total of which will amount to hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

“It is easy to understand that the act has an effect now, even before its effective 
date, as prospective customers are unwilling to buy certain materials from whole- 
salers and even retail outlets are left holding on to large stocks which thev carried 
over from previous seasons. Furthermore, many companies, in order to prepare 
for the fall season this year, made extensive purchases of affected materials, for 
instance in Japan, and have established irrevocable letters of credit for payment. 
It goes without saying that the economy of Japan is directly affected, as it is the 
largest producer of sheer fabrics made of silk. Lighweight silk materials constitute 
over 50 percent of Japan’s export of silk to the United States. The main end use 
of these materials is silk scarves and veiling which American women use as 
accessories to their usual articles of clothing. 

"To a lesser extent, the subcommittee has heard from domestic manufacturers 
and distributors of sheer fabrics, such as organdy fabrics and netting for evening 
dresses, Which, it is claimed, have had a good record for 50 years. Laboratories 
are experimenting with tests to determine the flammability of fabries. The 
subcommittee has been informed by the industry that there are now available 
only about 125 testing machines to make the required tests, and the laboratories 
report a heavy backlog of a great variety of fabrics still to be tested It is doubt- 
ful that tests can be completed on a great many types of fabrics prior to the present 
effective date of the act. 

‘Furthermore, the industry advises us that most of the lightweight fabrics 
h do not meet the present tests can be treated with flame-retarding finishes, 
but such finishes will cause a deterioration of the fabric in a relatively short time, 
and will ‘ause the color of the fabric to become yellowish or gray in a few 
months. The chemists in the finishing industry are trying to develop a more 
satisfactory flame-retarding finish, but it will take quite some time to accomplish 
this In most cases, it is not possible to refinish goods now in inventory, and 
certainly nothing ean be done about fabrics already made up into Wearing apparel. 

‘The matter Was considered in a subcommittee meeting on April 14, 1954. As 
a@ result, discussions are going on between the staffs of the subcommittee, the 
Federal Trade Commission and the Department of Commerce to determine 
whether an administrative solution to the problem is feasible and in the public 
interest. The results of initial exploration into the feasibility of an adminis- 
trative remedy are not too encouraging. The act is quite specific upon the 
standard of flammability, as I have already shown. Commercial standard 191-53 
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gidly incorporated into the act, with the express additional inclusion of hats, 
gloves, and footwear 
: 


‘From the start, the industry objected to complete discretion being lodged ina 


was I 


Federal official or ageney, such as in the Secretary of Commerce or in the Federal 
Trade Commission. 

When a forerunner of the act was first introduced (H. R 
it contained a provision to the effeet that when in his opinion the protection of the 
public interest so require d, the Secretary of Commerce was authorized to modify 
or supplement the test standard of flammability provided he followed the pro- 
cedure used in setting up commercial standard 191-53 lany people in industry 
and in the Government felt that the Secretary of Commerce should not have that 
authority. The Federal Trade Commission sounded the death-knell of this pro- 
vision when it wrote on April 9, 1958, to the chairman of the House committee 
upon this point, as follows: 

This requirement would prohibit the Secretary of Commerce from modifying 
or supplementing the test unless he obtained the consent of 65 percent of the 


industry or 


3851, 83d Cong ), 


least of a majority, which is a requirement of the commercial stand- 





ard procedurt Such presents an unprecedented situation of having the standard 
f legality or illegality under a penal and civil statute turn upon the consent of the 
industry to which the legislation applies.’ 

“That flexible approach raised serious constitutional doubts of the constitu- 
tionality of the legislation Accordingly, the House and Senate committees wrote 
the existing standards developed by industry specifically into the act, as I have 


explained 


al ove 

“Our subcommittee has been informed that on some types of conventional 
fabrics that have already been tested, the burning rate is between 3.2 seconds and 
3.9 seconds, although these fabrics have never been known to catch fire when worn 
als I have already pointed out that, ur der commercial standard 
‘h is incorporated bv reference into the act, fabrics with a flame-spread 


] 


by individ 
191 53, wi 
of less than 4 seconds are classed as rapid and intense burning and banned from 
importation, transportation, or sale in interstate or foreign commerce 











There is no doubt that the act was aimed primarily at the banning of rics 
which burn intensely and in a flash. H. R. 5069, which became the present law 
Public Law 88, 83d Cong.), was entitled, ‘To prohibit the introduction of move- 
nent in interstate commerce of articles of wearing apparel and fabrics which are 
so highly flammable as to be dangerous when worn by individuals, and for other 
purposes 
Che Senate and House reports, in discussing the purpose of the legislzation, 
state 
““«The purpose of the bill * * * is to protect the public from the danger sur- 
rounding the use in wearing apparel of highly flammable textiles of the types 
which have caused either bodilv injurv or death to numerous individuals The 
bill is limited in scope to wearing apparel and fabrics which are intended or sold 
for use in wearing apparel It will outlaw, for example, the introduction, move- 
ment, or sale in interstate commerce of highly flammable children’s cowboy play- 
suits, and the so-called torch sweaters or jackets which have caused serious in- 
juries and death to a number of innocent and unsuspecti1 individuals in recent 


years.’ See H. Rept. No. 425, and 8. Rept. No. 400, 88d Cong., Ist sess 

In discussing the standards of flammability, those reports state 

*““The major problem in formulating legislation to control the use of danger- 
ously flammable textiles is to discriminate between the conventional fabrics that 
present moderate and § 
which present unusual 

‘It may well be that section 4 of the act, in incorporating commercial standards 
191—53 and 192-53 by reference, went further than the professed purposes of the 
act, and that the present testing procedures are in need of some revision because 
they do not distinguish properly between the flash-burning type of fabries and 
those that have been safely worn for generations If the subcommittee finds this 
to be the case, it will call upon the Bureau of Standards and the industry to rec- 
ommend or develop more suitable testing procedures to prevent the banning of 
conventional fabrics that present no unusual hazards and which have been worn 
safely down through the years. However, I wish to serve notice that our sub- 
committee will not compromise with the public safety and that no postponement 
of the effective date of the act or weakening of the act will be recommended at the 
risk of allowing those special types of fabrics to be sold which present unusual 
hazards and are highly dangerous. Industry itself, generally, would object to 
our inviting this risk.” 


nerally recognized hazards and the special types of fabries 


re 
hazards and are highly dangerous 
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IEexXEMPTI FROM FLAMMABLE FABRIK AcT oF FABRICS AND WEARING APPAREL 


S itor Willia A. Purtell (Republican, Connecticut), chairman of the Sub- 
co! bei Business and Consumer terests, introduced in the Senate today 
a bill would amend the Flammable Fabries Act (Public Law 88, 83d 
[3 is to exe pt tre upplication fabries and articles of wearing apparel 


whic al t ly flammabl The Flammable Fabrics Act was approved 
( 


{ ssic f e pre CK ress. on June 30. 1953 By its terms, the 
a ‘ effect ) lu 1 195 

Senator Purtell’s bill would add searfs made of plain surface fabries to the other 
articl ( ire already exempted by present law, namely, hats, gloves, and 


I 1 also change the « litions under wt the pr t flammability 


test ire conduc ! At pr t, samples are made bone-dry before they are 





tested under co rcial standard 191-53. Senator Purtell’s bill would require 
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Alth he legislative tory makes clear that searfs of some kinds at least 
act, industry experts point out that the 
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only ones which present unusual hazards and are highly dangerous are the ones 


which are not made of plain surface fabrics Furthermore, there is no indication 
that scarfs have been made of cotton or rayon fabries having fuzzy or furlike sur- 
faces which flash and burn with « xceeding rapidity, but if they were, they would 
still come under the testing procedures of the act under my bill. Handkerchiefs 


ot as regular clothing \ 
ropped if it burns rapidly rhe 


same observation applies to scarfs, except that they may take a little more time 


and searfs are used primarily as accessories and 


kerchief can easily and quickly be discarded or d 








to remove However, if scarfs are made of plain surface fabries, accordi 
industry experts, the burning time is slow enough to allow thi person to dist 
then 
‘With the exemption of handkerchiefs and scarfs from the act, the problem of 
silk is largely solved Sample flammability tests on silks were recently conducted 
with the following results: — 
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embled, That the Flammable Fabries Act (67 Stat. 111; 
1200) 1 
after the comma following “ha loves’’ insert ‘‘scarfs 


fabries’’: and (2) after subsection (b) of section 4 insert the 





amended as follows 
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“(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of Commercial Standard 191-53, setting, 
forth the conditions under which samples of fabrics and articles of wearing 
apparel are to be tested, the tests shall be made upon samples which after having 
been previously dried are conditioned to equilibrium in the standard textile testing 
atmosphere of 65 per centum relative humidity and 70 degrees Fahrenheit.’ 

Senator PurTEeLL. This will be a very brief hearing. We shall hear 
the Government agencies involved and a few experts from the industry 
upon flammability standards and tests. The subcommittee has not 
the time to go into the philosophy of the Flammable Fabrics Act or 
to revise it as a whole. As a matter of fact, as you know, we have 
got to act rather quickly on this in view of the law as it presently 
stands No attempt will be made, nor should any attempt be made, 
to go into the philosophy of the act or to revise it as a whole until the 
act has been given an oppo! ‘tunity to prove itself. This bill was 
introduced for the sole purpose of making the act conform more 
closely to its profe ssed intent of discriminating between conventional 
fabrics which present no unusual hazards and those that are highly 
dangerous. 

We shall first hear from the Government witnesses and then from 
industry experts, and I now, therefore, call on Mr. Robert E. Asher, 
Acting Deputy Director of the Office of Economic Defense and Trade 
Policy of the Department of State. 

Mr. Asher. 

Mr. Asuer. I have a prepared statement. 

Senator PurrEe.yi. Do you wish to have that included in the record 
and talk and refer to it, or do you wish to read the whole statement? 
Mr. Asuer. I can read it, sir. 

Senator Purre ty. Whichever you wish. 
Mr. Asuer. It is quite brief. 

Senator Purtrety, All right, sir. 

Mr. Asner. And I can leave it with you. 
Senator Purre ty. If you will. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT E, ASHER, ACTING DEPUTY DIRECTOR, 
OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSE AND TRADE POLICY, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


Mr. Asner. In recent months, the Department of State has 
received numerous complaints from foreign governments, from 
foreign exporters of fabrics and wearing apparel, and from domestic 
distributors of these articles that the Flammable Fabrics Act, 
scheduled to become effe tive June oU, 1954, would bar fr ym sale in 
the United States a considerable variety of materials which have been 
used in wearing apparel for decades without being regarded as 
hazardous, 

Among the items which would be barred under the act, we have 
been informed, are a large proportion of our imports of Japanese 
silk searfs and handkerchiefs, and sheer fabrics such as organdy, 
batiste, lace and veiling produced in France, Switzerland, Italy, and 
the United Kingdom. 

The Japanese Government has made its views known through 
notes to our Embassy at Tokyo and through representations by 
members of the Japanese Embassy here in Washington. In addition, 
a resolution of protest was passed by the Japanese Diet. 
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The Department has already transmitted to the Senate subeor 
mittee a memorandum from the Swiss legation suggesting certain 
changes in the act. 

Our embassies at Paris and Rome have also received inquiries 
recardme the Klar ymable Fabries Act 

In addition, the Department has received a number of letters 
from Japanese silk producers and from United States distributors 
of Japanese, French, Swiss, and British fabrics 

In the expressions of concern which have come to the Department’s 
attention, whether from foreign governments, foreign textile pro- 


ducers, or domestic distributors, there has been a full appreciation 
of the considerations of public safety nile h led to the enaciment of 
the legislation. ‘There has been full support for the principle ex- 
pressed by the chairman of this subcommittee that there should be 
no weakening of the act to allow the sale of those special types of 
fabrics that are truly dangerous. All have shared the hope of ou 


domestic industry that a solution could be found which would meet 
necessary and desirabl standards of public safety and vet would 
not disrupt irade 

The concern of foreign governments stems from the importance ol 
trade to their national economies and the Importance that all free- 


world countries attach to closer t eign the United States. It isinour 
interest to foster such ties and to enable friendly countries to gain 
streneth through trade. Then nn and out 3, require that thes 
be able to earn dollars from their exports to the United States in 
order to buy the products of our farms and factories. 


Last year Japan’s total exports to the United States came to less 
than one-third the value of her purchases from us. Because silk is 
one of the few exports which Japan can produce without the use of 
imported raw materials, the Japanese Government and industry 
circles are understandab ly concerned. 

Now, sir, the Department of State will not undertake to comment 
on the technical aspects of the amendments to the Flammable Fabrics 
Act contained in 8. 3379. In view of the assurance of the appropriate 
agencies of this Government that the changes proposed are adminis- 
tratively feasible and technically sound, and in view of the national 
and free world interests which would be served thereby, the Depart- 
ment recommends that S. 3379 be favorably reported to the Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. 

Senator Purtret,. Thank you very much, Mr. Asher. 

Have you any questions, Senator Monroney? 

Senator Monroney. No questions. 

Senator PurreLy. As we understand your testimony——-and | am 
sure that is exactly what you conveyed—you favor the amendment of 
the act which would encourage international trade without endanger 
ing the public? 

Mr. Asner. That is right. 

Senator Purre.t. Thank you very much, Mr. Asher. 

Mr. Asner. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Purrety. Our next witness is Mr. John L. Kilcullen, 
Associate General Counsel of the Department of Commerce. 

Do you wish Mr. McClure and Dr. Appel to come up here, Mr. 
Kilcullen? 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN L. KILCULLEN, ASSOCIATE GENERAL 
COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, ACCOMPANIED BY 
KENNETH F. McCLURE, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPART- 
MENT OF COMMERCE, AND DR. W. D. APPEL, UNITED STATES 
BUREAU OF STANDARDS, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Mir. KincuLLEeEN. Senator, in the event there are any questions, 
Dr. Appel is a technician and he is very familiar with the commercial 
and technical standards 


Seenatol Pi RTELI Thank Vou 

As IT understand it, Mr. Kilcullen, you will give the testimony and 
then your two associates will answer questions, or do you wish them 
to testify also? 

Mr IKILCt LEN They will Answel questions, Senator 

Senator PurTEuI Thank vou verv much 

Do vou have a prepared statement? 

Mr. Kineu.tien. I don’t have a prepared statement, Senator. I 
have with me a copy of a letter of the Department of Commerce, 
sicned by the Seer tary of Commerce, Mr. Williams 

Senator Purtentyi. Of May 6? 

Mr. KincuuuEeN. Yes, si 

Mr. MeCiurs. May 10th 

Senator Purtrety. May 10th 

I haven’t a COpy of it 

Mr. KincuLtLten. I just gave one to Mr. L’Heureux 

Dy \PPEI Here Is one 

Mr. Kitcutuen. As indicated in our letter, Senator, we are in 
favor of the proposed amendment contained in 8. 3379. We feel that 
these proposed amendments adequately preserve the protections of 
the law and at the same time remove from the restrictions of the law 
certain fabries which we feel quite sure are not hazardous to the 
wearer and have never had any history of hazard 

As you know, Senator, the commercial standard which is embodied 
In this act commercial standard 191-53, was developed by the De- 
partment of Commerce through the Bureau of Standards, which is 
one of the agencies of the Department of Commerce, and within the 
past several months we have had brought to our attention the fact 
that some fabrics which apparently were not within the contempla- 
tion of this statute failed to pass or meet the test contained in com- 
mercial standard 191—53 

At that time we asked the Bureau of Standards to review the com- 
mercial standard with a view toward determining whether the stand- 
ard was properly designed to carry out the purposes of the act. 

After the report which we received from the Bureau, we are con- 
vineed that this commercial standard is an appropriate standard 
within the terms of this act 

There is one feature of the standard that we felt could possibly 
be revised. That is the feature dealing with the conditions of testing. 
At the present time the standard provides that the samples of fabrics 
to be tested should be first heated in an oven and all moisture removed 
so that they are in a so-called bone-dry condition at the time of testing 
for flammability It seems to us it is unlikely in the normal incidence 
if use that fabrics would ever be found to be in this extremely dry 
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condition. It would more likely be found to be in more normal 
humidity conditions. 

We feel it is appropriate that testing under this standard should 
be modified so as to allow testing under normal conditions of humidity, 
in accordance with the provisions of your bill. 

In reeard to the exclusion of searfs from this Statute, we also feel 
that that ts appropriate We don’t feel it would subject the public 
to any unusual hazards. 

Senator Purretnt. You feel they could be discarded quickly? 

Mr. Kinecun.en. In the normal case, sir; ves. 

Senator Purtre yu. In your letter, the third from the last paragraph 
on page 5, you said 


Ir eneral, and particularly in embarking upon control in a new field such as 
rtaken, every precaution should be taken to keep regulation to the 
bare minimum necessary to accomplish the purpose of the act 


And vou say: 
In keepin with this prineip] we urge early enactment of S. 3379 


So, your Department is going on record as urging this? 

Mr. KincuntLen. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Purrety. Thank you very much 

Do you have some questions, Senator Monroney? 

Senator Monroney. Yes I wanted to ask why they chose 65 
percent relative humidity. Isn’t that a little bit high if you are 
trying to get a sort of standard or average? 

Ir. KincuLLEN. We were advised, Senator, by the experts in the 
field that this would most nearly approach normal humidity and 
temperature conditions 

Mr. L’Heureux. Might I add, outside of just the atmospheric 
conditions. ene rally people develop some humidity from the body, 
too, and that is why, together with what Mr. Kilcullen stated, it 
was thought this represented more nearly the average humidity. 

Mr. Kincutten. Yes. I think that 1s true 

Senator Purte.tu. I might say in the atmosphere of Washington 
there are days when we generate considerably more than just the 
normal amount of moisture, I think, in the body. 

You were present at the discussions between the Commerce Depart- 
ment, the Federal Trade, and the subcommittee counsel upon a proper 
amendment to the Flammable Fabrics Act, were you not? 

Mr. KincuLLen. Yes, sur. 

Senator Purteti. And you discussed this pretty well, did you not? 

Mr. KiLtcuLLEeN I believe we covered the whole scope of the 
problem pretty much, Senator. I don’t think we left anything out. 

Senator Purreiy. And after having done that you urge the passage 
of the bill? 

Mr. Kincutuen. That is correct 

Senator Purre.yu. I have one or two other questions 

I wondered if you or your experts from the Bureau of Standards will 
explain to me the difference between a plain surface fabric and one 
that isn’t so 

That bothered me a bit 

Mr. Kincutuen. Dr. Appel. 

Dr. ApreL.. Those words were chosen 

Senator Purre._y. You may sit down, if you wish to, Doctor. 
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Dr. Apre.. Thank you. 

‘Those words were chosen to very simply differentiate between the 
brushed or raised fiber surface thing, like a flannel or these cowboy 
suits with a long, furry surface, and ordinary woven fabrics where 
the fibers are bound into the varns and do not have such surfaces. 

Senator PurreLtu,. Doctor, does the trade differentiate by the use 
of that term? 

I mean, is this a term that is the common trade term so that when 
you use it everybody will know clearly what you mean? 

Dr. Appen. I think it is clearly understood in the trade 

Senator Purretn. It is. Thank you 

| think Senator Monroney had asked the other question I wanted 
to ask relative to the body humidity, and so forth. 

Have you any other questions, Senator Monroney? 

Senator Monronry. No. I had no other questions. I was just 
wondering why the 65-percent figure was chosen. Coming from a 
dry, drought-stricken area, it seemed like an awful lot of humidity. 

Dr. Apres. I think there is one very good answer to that, and that 
is all textile tests, other than this particular one, are carried out 
under that, practically speaking 

Senator Monroney. I see 

Dr. Apre.. It is the standard condition of testing textiles in the 
industry 

Senator Monroney. I am glad you mentioned that because 1] 


think in any Government regulation the nearer we can state the 
traditional, historic pattern of testine the less trouble we get into in 
enforcement and dislocation of the textile industry or other industries. 

Mer. Kineunien. | might point out, Senator, the original provision 


here, the original reculation, dealing with testing sought to achieve 
lition under which the fabrics would be in their most hazardous 
at would be with all humidity removed, but | think we 








should recognize that fabrics are not normally found in that condition, 
so that it is in a sense an artificial condition for testing. 

Senator Monroney. Would it make any difference regarding 
children, that is, with respect to b dy humidity t 

[ mean, obviously some of these cases that led to the passage of this 
act involved the sale of children’s goods, and I wondered if there is 
anv important distinction between the relative humidity of a garment 
worn by a child and that by an adult. 

Mr. Kateuntiten. I don’t think that body humidity is a great factor. 
I think perhaps it is the atmospheric condition that is most important 

Isn't that true, Dr. Appel? 

Dr. Appeu. I think probably the bods would contribute, but if 
vou certainly removed the fabric any distance from the body it would 
be the relative humidity of the air that determines the moisture 
eontent 

Senator Purrety. Have you any further questions? 

Senator Monroney. No further questions. 

Senator Purre ii. It would appear, from reading the hearings pre- 
viously held last year, during which this matter was discussed, that 
in our desire to meet a condition, and finding the need for rather quick 
action, we probably overlooked, as evidence now indicates, many of 
the fabrics that had been used for years and years and years and ap- 
peared not to have presented any particular hazards 
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Mr. Kitcutien. That is right. 

Senator Purreti. And we might as well, as the evidence appears 
to indicate now, since those were not provided for, and we are trying 
to do it now, see that those are not excluded from use because they 
have been in common use and have appeared not to have any par- 
ticular hazard; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Kitcutuen. Tht is correct, sir. 

Senator Purreiy. I think you have helped us a great deal in your 
testimony, and [ want to thank vou and your Department for the 
rapidity with which you examined this matter and helped us to have 
the advantage of your thinking. 

I think now, without objection, the report of the Commerce De- 
partment will be included in the record at this point, so that it will all 
become a part of the record at this particular point. 

I want to thank you very much for coming, and I want to thank 
vou, too, for your help. 

Mr. Kincutten. Thank you, Senator. 

(The report referred to is as follows:) 

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington 25, May 10, 1954. 
Hon. Joun W. BrICKER, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Comm é, 
T ted State Senate, Wasi ington, D ec. 


Dear Mr. CratrMAN: This letter is in reply to your request dated April 29, 
1954. for the views of thi Jepartment with respect to S. 3379, a bill to amend 


1 
Ss | 
the Flammable Fabrics Act, so as to exempt from its application fabries and 





wearing apparel which are not highly flammable 

Control by the Federal Government of interstate commerce in fabries which 
expr the wearer thereof to unusual dangers f1 fire hazards is an exe of 
] eral authority in an entirely new field Che general purpose of this legisla- 
tir » protect the public from the danger surrounding the use in wearing 
apparel of highly flammable textiles of the types which have caused either bodily 
injury or death to numerous individuals In Our Opinion Warrants the exercise 
of this power 

Manufacturers and processors are in accord with the objectives of the act 


In the absence of Federal action in this field, it is very likely that diverse actions 


taken by local authorities would present a very considerable burden to a business- 
man engaged in interstate commerce 


The effective date of the act is June 30, 1954, 1 vear after the date of its pas- 


sag June 30, 1953 Recently, there has developed a growing awareness among 
manufacturers and processors of fabrics, which have been staples in our fabrie 
and garment trades, that certain of such fabrics, although presenting no history 
of special hazard to the wearer, would fall within the ban of the act Because 
f the effect of such a ban on established industries it was apparent that an 
immediate reexamination of the problem and the law enacted to resolve the prob- 
lem was warranted to determine whether or not restriction of these products is 
necessary to achieve the purpose of the act 


Iwo specific areas have been brought to our attention as warranting exceptions 


from the prohibitions of the act Chese are itens of wearing apparel such as 
scarfs and also certain sheer fabrics such as organdies, tull and georgettes 
Searfs are often made of sheer silk. Japanese exporters and domestic importers 
have developed a considerable market for such scarfs and for the fabric used in 
their manufacture. A real economic problem would be created for that country 


if the United States market for this product were cut off. We are satisfied that 
the economic aspect of such a ban is important enough to both countries to war 
rant examination as to whether or not an exception would be justified on the basis 
of the purpose of the act to prevent unusual hazard. 


In our opinion, scarfs do not present an unusual hazard to the wearer. They 
are often worn in such a way as to be immediately removable from the person. 


Che exposed portion of a sheer scarf worn in close proximity to the face would be 


exposed to ignition only under circumstances causing discomfort to the wearer: 
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W rER WILLIAMS 


SN é ( (‘ommerce 


Senator Purtre_y. The next witness will be Mr. Earl W. Kintner, 


GC Counsel of the Federal Trade Commis lon. 
stand, Mr. Kintner, you have Mr. Harvey H. Hannah, 
( el of the Wivision ol Wool ana | ir Labeling of the (C‘ommission 


with vou, and would you both want to testify or is it your purpose to 
: 


testify and ask Mr. Hannah to answer questions, if any? 
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STATEMENT OF EARL W. KINTNER, GENERAL COUNSEL, FEDERAL 
TRADE COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED BY HARVEY H. HANNAH 


II, CHIEF, DIVISION OF WOOL AND FUR LABELING, FEDERAL 
TRADE COMMISSION 


Mr. Kintner. Senator, I will make a brief statement for the 
Commission. Mr. Hannah is here as our expert in this field and will 
be pleased, I am sure, to answer any questions of this subcommittee. 

Senator Purtetut. Thank you very much. 

Is it your intent to present a prepared paper or read a paper, or 
have a paper become a part of the record and then speak from notes? 

Mr. Kintner. I would like to refer the subcommittee to a letter 
from the Commission signed by Edward F. Howrey, as Chairman, 
which has been sent to the chairman of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce with respect to this proposed amendment. 

Senator PurtTeu. I have it, dated May 6. 

Mr. Kintner. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Purre tu. Thank you. 

Mr. Kintner. In this letter the Commission has stated that it 
has no information which would warrant the expression or objection 
to the proposed amendments. 

It is the Commission’s understanding that the exclusion of scarfs 
made of plain-surface fabric is intended to permit the continued sale 
of conventional sheer materials, especially sheer silk, which are quite 
commonly used for scarfs, and that it is not the intention of the amend- 
ment to exclude those scarfs having a fuzzy surface which may be 
liable to flash burning. 

[t is also the Commission’s understanding that the proposed change 
in the required testing methods intended to avoid the probable result 
of the application of the flammability standard now prescribed in 
preventing future use of a number of sheer fabrics heretofore com- 
monly used as dress materials. 

We understand that these conventional fabrics are manufactured 
and have been manufactured over the years in huge quantities and 
that the act was not intended to prescribe the use of those fabrics. 

[It is our information that the proposed change would not materially 
alter the effect of the act in the case of torch sweaters, cowboy play 
suits and other napped fabrics, which we understand caused the pas- 
sage of the act. 

Also, we note that the act contains a clause which places upon the 
Secretary of Commerce responsibility for advising the Congress when 
in his opinion revisions in the standards are required, and we observe 
that is a safeguard for the future. 

Senator Purreny. That is in the original act. 

Mr. Kintner. That is correct. 

Senator Purtretu. Yes. 

Evidence indicates that many of the manufacturers of goods, other 
than silk, sheer goods, that have been used in this country for years 
and years and years, and apparently without any particular hazard, 
didn’t realize when the bill originally passed that their fabrics, under 
the testing provisions of the bill, would be right on the border, and 
they were not alerted to it, I believe, until after the bill had been 
passed. Then they realized, in testing, under the conditions that the 
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bill required, a bone-dry condition, that many of their fabrics which 


for years without any question were on the 


had been used here 
borderlin 
I think vou agree with me that those not necessarily silk, but 


cottons and other materials that have been in common use —certainly 


pre nt no particular haza ‘is that correct? 
~ Mr. Kintner. That is correct. Indeed, Senator, the reports of 
both the Senate and House committees upon the original bill noted 
that and discriminated between what might be termed conventional 
fabries and those regarded as highly dangerous o1 hazardous. 
nha I es RTELI Ye 

Mir. Kant And we beliey that should be ruling today with 
respect to your amenament 

Senator P tL. Mr. Kintner, was it your desire to have Mr. 
Hannah add anythu to vour testimony? 

Mr. Kintnt [ will ask Mr. Hannah to do so, if he has anything 
ni 

Mr. iH. Mr. Senati the only thing I would like to point 
out ou aked a mon t avo about the definition of a plain-surface 
textil Ab and | would lik point out to the Senator in the Com- 
MUISSLO Ss propos iy lations nder the Flammable Fabries Act, 
hat t has been d I woul like to read that 

Senator Purrett. We would like to have it in the record 

Mr. H sH. | in rul \-7 

‘I { plal irface textile fabric’’ means any textile fabrie which does not 
lvr { r varn surface hasa pile, nap, or tuft, but 

ne le those fabries having faney woven, k1 ed or fiock-printed surfaces 

The reason for defining that is to tie down the definition of a plain- 

ria fabri 

Senator PurTrE.LI! I thi | very helpful to have that, too. 


Do | understand that is the commonly accepted term in the trade? 


Mr. Hannan. Yes. That is generally used in the trade to define it. 

Senator PurtELL. Thank you ve ry much. 

Mr. Kinrner. I think we can also agree with the Department of 
Commerce that the minimum of regulation is the most desirable 

ituation in this or any other act, and I would like to say that the 
Senator and his able counse! are to be congratulated for the expeditious 
manner in which this is being handled and for their devotion to the 
public interest with respect to this amendment. 

Senator PurteLu. Well, I thank you on behalf of the chairman and 
the other members of the committee for those expressions. 

| have 1 or 2 questions, Mr. Kintner, just for the record. 

Mr. Kintner. Very well, sir. 

Senator PurtEeLL. We want to make sure we have all the informa- 
tion we should have or as much as we can get in the record. 

You are convinced that this bill will provide the answer to the bulk 
of the complaints which you have received against the Flammable 
Fabrics Act—at least those complaints which, to you, seem justified? 

Mr. Kinrner. We think so; yes, sir. 

Senator Purrge iu. I won't ask you specifically about cases pending 
before you, but generally there are minor complaints that can be taken 
care of administratively, are there not, that you do have pending 
before your Commission? 
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Mr. Kintner. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Purrett. And you are convinced, as the Commission 
stated in its report on this bill, that this measure does not compromise 
with safety, but permits more accurate discrimination between 


dangerous fabries and thos which present no unus ial hazards? 


Z 


r. KiIntNerR. We have no information which would indicate there 
would be any compromise with the public safety in the passage of 


Senator Purtrety. Thank you very much 


Senator Monroney, have vou any questions? 

Ssenato \I oN ON \ question 

Senator Purreui Thank vou for coming here and he Iping us, 

Mar. KIN I} k vo 

Senator Purretu. Again I want to thank you and your Commission 


for the expeditious manner in which you handled this matter, beeauss 


Wi had not too much time to work on { 

Mr. Kin rk. Thank vou, 

Senator Purteti. And, so, without objection, the report of the 
Federal Trade Con MIssion will be inserted inh the record at this 
po iI 

The report referred to is as follow 
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hall ibmit to the Congr a report setting fort I findi ) 
gether with such proposals for legislation as he deems appropriate.” 

The reports of both the Senate and House committe¢ pon the bill which 


became the Flammable Fabrics \ct emphasize 1 the proble n of fixing upol a 
standard of flarnmabilitv that would ‘discriminate between the conventional fab- 
rics that present moderate and generally recognized hazards and the spe types 
of fabrics which present unusual hazards and are highly dangerous.’’ ‘The pro- 
posed amendments would thus appear to be consistent with the original intent 








of (oneress 





AMENDMENT TO FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT 





Commission has no information which would warrant the expression of 


ol }¢ to e propost i i r ad ts 
By d yn of the Commissio 
SI erely yours 
, Epwarp F. Howrey, Chairman. 
N. B Pursuant to regulations, this report was submitted to the Bureau of 
the Budget « \ 6. 1954. and on May 6, 1954, the Commission was advised 
that t {be no objection to the ibmission of the report to the committee. 


Rospert M. Parrisn, Secretary 
Senator Purrei.. The next witness is Mr. George S. Buck, Jr., 
Technical Director of the National Cotton ¢ ‘ouncil of America, located 
here in Washineton, I believe 
Mir. Buek 


TEMENT OF GEORGE S. BUCK, JR., TECHNICAL DIRECTOR, 
OTTON COUNCIL OF AMERICA, WASHINGTON, 
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D. C. 

Mir. Buck. Mr. Chairman, I don’t have a prepared statement I 
would like to speak from notes 

OeHnaAtol PuRTELI You are at liberty to Go SO 

Mr. Bus Thank you 

: or Purrett. You may present your testimony any way you 
Wish 

Mr. Buck. I am appe ring for the N: mal Cotton Council and 
the American Cotton Manufacturers Institute in support of S. 3379, 
un al nent to the Flamm Fabrics Act 


In addition to representing the cou cil, I am a member of the 
American Association of Textile Chemists and Colorists committee 
on flan lity of consumer textiles, the National Fire Protection 
Association committee on flammability of textiles and the standing, 


1 , ~| : 7 
53, which is 


the technical committees of the commercial standard 191 
the basis of the act. 

fam also chairman of the committee on Flammability of Children’s 
Clothing of the American Academy of Pediatrics. 

| won’t review toe much 

Senator Purtreiu. | might say you seem to be particularly and 
peculiarly qualified to discuss this bill. 

Mr. Buck. Yes 

| won’t review too much of the background, except to say I concur 
wholeheartedly with the previous speakers who said that the purpose 
of the Flammable Fabrics Act and its background was to eliminate 
the unusually dangerous fabrics which were found in cowboy suits, 
cowboy suit chaps, and in torch sweaters. The purpose was not to 
eliminate the conventional fabrics. 

We recognize and the trade generally knows that 90 percent or 
more of all textiles are combustible in some degree. 

We do know also that you cannot prevent accidents from fire or 
from the burning of clothing in all cases. There are circumstances of 
carelessness and special circumstances of wearing garments where 
anything can be the cause of burning, the shirt you wear, suits, any 
conventional fabric; but the act was designed to rule out the unusual 
types like the torch sweaters, a small one of which I have here, and the 
high-pile rayon materials, which I have here, and certain other textiles 
which have similar burning characteristics. 
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Now, when the act was passed, and we supported the act along with 
other cotton and various textile interests, to the best of our belief it 
excluded from commerce fabrics of those types and did not cut 
across the conventional fabrics which have been used for many years, 

Senator Purre yu. It excluded from commerce that type of fabric 
which didn’t meet with this bill. 

Mr. Buck. That is right. 

Senator Purreti. Yes; the present law. 

Mr. Buck. That is right. 

But we found, unfortunately, after the act was passed, when many 
more fabrics were tested and examined, that there were two weak- 
nesses in the act, two rather serious weaknesses One is that in set- 
ting up the limit, to be sure that we caught this type of fabric, the 
standards were moved away from the burning rate of these by a 
factor of 2 or 3, to provide for a margin of safety, to be sure that these 
were caught, and in doing so the burning rate brought under the act 
just barely under the act, a few of our conventi nal type fabries, 
which I would like to show you here 

Now, first, our sheer types. This is a sheer cotton fabric of the 


’ 


organdy type, and that meets the standards of the act, showing a 
burning rate of around 4.2 or 4.3 seconds. 

This fabric, which you can hardly distinguish from it, fails to 
meet the ac burning at around 3.7 or 3.8 seconds. 


i 


Now, that second fabric, which fails to meet the requirements of the 


act. has been made and used in this countrv, in tremendous quanti- 


ties, for about 50 years and has no record of injury or death. 
sen Pi PeLI What is it usually used in? Women’s dresses? 
Mia K. It is used in 
Senator Purrsti. Or am I displaying my ignorance? 


Mr. Buck. It is ust da oreatl deal in women’s dresses: yes, suinmer 
dresses and party dresses. 

Now, in light of the fact that the standard did not and has not hit 
just where it was intended, it seems to have missed its roal and we 
support heartily this amendment which would correct the condition. 

I said there were two things wrong with the standard. The second 
is, besides throwing out the sheers, which are conventional types, 
certain napped goods, such as this, are brought under the act 

That fabric or fabrics like that are produced in this country in the 
amount of over 300 million yards every year. 

Senator Purtsuu. Is that used for baby clothes? 

Mr. Buck. It is used for baby clothes, for knit gowns. 

Senator Purtrety. Waist bands, and that sort of stuff? 

Mr. Buck. All sorts of things; even diapers, I believe. 

Now, due to the peculiarity of the standard, this very small napped 
material can be interpreted to give the same type of burning result 
and hazard as this dangerous pile material. 

Ninety or ninety-five out of a hundred tests of this flannel will pass 
and then a freak result will come up showing a failure, and that is 
largely due to the artificial brushing and the bone-dry standard. 

If the Senator would like me to take just a second, I can illustrate 
the burning of these and show you how different they are. 

Senator PurtEeuL. I will be very happy to have vou do so. 

Of course, you understand that you are responsible for anything 
that might happen here. 
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Mr. Buck. Well, there has been with this, as you will see 
Senator Purtrret.. Would you mind turning around so the rest of 
the folks ean see it 


Mr. Buck. This humidity today—I checked it—is very close to 


the standard conditions of around 65 percent, and you can see this 
thing will burn under these conditions 
Ny ois ; nsider that 
Senator P ELL. That sort of stuff is what was in cowboy suits? 
Ll Buc Very milar to this, and that just keeps burning and 
burnin nd burns rieht through the fabri 
Lt L 1s hnvone Ww I] « mceede dancer? S | th nl 


or Py I May I make an observation: That actually you 


Mr. Buey That is richt 

Penato LI But st il yo had an extreme hazard there, 
Mr. | Cy} Phat ht 

Senator PURTELI To a person encase n that thing. 


is the other mate i! this fla el, an i as | Say, this will 


somet olVve the same re lt mae! the test, | it it doesn t burn the 

Si Q obviously 

MM 5 | oesn’'t [ | I vou bone-dry and bone it 
tifical rush it 

Now t} 0 | if 

There no doubt about the way this thing b 5, al | that flame 
( 1) rie ( § 1) ( 

tor | I Chat is quit a demonstration, and ] would Say 

2 ( cing’ om i ras | am co rned 

\I IU CK Now SePNATO! li | ma | would like Lo submit o 
exbibit ivine’ testing ata which demonstrates 2 things: 


First, that the amendment vou have proposed will correct. this 


interpretation of the burning of conventional napped fabrics; 


COTE that it w il} correct the unt rp etation ol the burning’ of our 
Third that the changed COT itions will still fail the torch-sweater 


These are exhibits which I have simply marked “A,” “B,” and 
eer. and they are testine results accumulated by three different 


Senator PurreLi. Have you extra copies? 

Mr. Buck I have extra copies, 

Senator Purreii. We will have the reporter receive the extra copy 
of each and they will become a part of the record at this point. 

The exhibits referred to are as follows 
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Exuisit A.—Effect of standard humidity conditions on flammability tests 


ORGANDY FABRICS 
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Exursit C., Effect of standard humidity conditions on flam mability tests 


rORCH SWEATER MATERIAL 





Laboratory A Laboratory B) Laboratory O 
is Seconds Seconds 
Ts ‘ ( t 
t 
4 eh 2 11,4 
’ , 17 
6.4 
| 
A f | 1.4 3.1 
I i 
NOTE rest Lic by the American A n of Textile Cher 1 Colorists also showed 
t v to burn it 7 seconds under standard textile 


Mr. Buck. Now, these tests show that the change in humidity 
brings the sheers—sheer fabrics—from a burning rate of around 3.6 
to 3.8 seconds to just over the line at 4% seconds. 

Senator PurTre.iu. Are vou talking now of exhibit A? 

Mr. Buck. Let’s see. Exhibit A. 

Senator Purreiy. That is the organdy fabrics? 

Mr. Buck. Organdy fabrics. 

They are the sheer fabrics. The effect there, as you see, is to raise 
them from the first case of an average of 3.0 to 3.8 seconds to 4.0 to 4.3 
or higher. 

Senator PurTE.L. So, that really in the case of organdy, you feel, 
removes the objection to the law as it presently is? 

Mr Bi CK. We do. 

Senator PurTe.u. Fine. 

Ir. Buck. In the case of napped coods, which you will find on 
exhibit B, it very often is impossible for a laboratory to tell whether 
the goods should be interpreted as being safe or dangerous. 

This change, which puts the goods into a normal condition, likely 
to be encountered in use, corrects that interpretation and you only 
get a safe result on these safe fabrics. 

Finally, on exhibit C, you will see tests on the torch-sweater type 
of material by three laboratories. The torch sweater averaged a 
burning rate of between 0.6 second and 1.4 seconds under the bone- 
dry state, and under the standard textile testing conditions it varied 
between 1.4 and 3.1, but in all cases well under the 4-second limit. 
So, there would be no doubt about the interpretation of hazard. 

Senator PurTELL. In the maximum case you are approximately 25 
percent under the formula? 

Mr. Buck. Yes. 


Senator Purreuu. Or the standard? 


Mr. Buck. Yes. At least that 

Senator Purre ty. I am speaking of your average. 
Mr. Buck. Yes. 

Senator Purtreuu. That is right. 
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Mr. Buck. Yes. 

Senator PurTE LL. 3.1. 

Mr. Buck. Yes. 

Senator PurteELL. Roughly 25 percent 1 nder 

Mr. Buck. Now, there is, in our estimation, no weakening of the act 


in the proposal which you have made for amending the testing 
atmosphere. It still throws out the fabrics which were intended to be 
thrown out It passes the conventional types and 1s, we ay I] ‘Ve, a 


nificant improvement in the standard and the act 


We would like Lo make just a few final points ab ruil this ( hange: 


inst, 1t gives better interpretation of safe and unsafe fabrics, as ] 
have said 
Secondly, it still fails the dangerous types 
Thirdly, it will lead to faster testing. 
} 


If Wwe don’t have to ad 


them in our testing rooms and test maybe three times as fast. 
1 
I 


rv and desiccate the fabrics, we can condition 
Fourth, it won’t change any of the one hundred-odd instruments 

in the field. We ean use the same testing machine 
Fifth, it will not change in any wav the rules developed by the 
Federal Trade Commission for the administration of this act and upon 
which the industry is presently mak 
’ ] 


sixth, if won t involve any loss of the testing record 


ng its plans 

s which we have 
accumulated because the fabrics will not burn faster under this new 
condition and if thes pa sed on the records we have we can use the 
Same records 


And. finally, it should involve no delav in the act, and we do not 


advocate any delay in the act. We want to see this go into effect 
July 1 

Thank vou 

Senator Purre.L. You have been very, very helpful to us. Your 
mniormation is going to be helpful to the other members of the com- 


mittee who are not here now 
. r| ae f ? | | c f } . 1 ara <¢ noarmna hara « 
| might say, for the benefit of those who are appearing here as 


witnesses, and so that you may understand, the absence of some of 


my colleacues on this committee is not at all due to the fact that they 
lack interest. Itis because we are so pressed here for legislative action 


through committees that many of them find it necessary to be at 
other committees at this hour, or else on other official business, but 
| can assure Vou the information you have elven us and your testi- 
monv here this afternoon will be brought to the attention of all of the 
members of the committee. 

I want to thank you and the other witnesses for coming here. 

Mr. Buck. Thank you. 

Senator Purre yu. | have no questions. I think you have covered 
the eround very thoroughly. 

Mr. Buck. Thank vou. 

Senator Purrgetu. And again I thank you. 

The next witness is Mr. Rudolph C. Geering, of the Princeton 
Knitting Mills, of Watertown, Conn., and Mr. Sol Luria, of the same 
firm. 

I might say they are two gentlemen from the land of sturdy habits. 
I am always glad to see them. 

Mr. Geering, is it your intention to have Mr. Luria testify also? 

Mr. GEERING. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Purre tu. Or simply answer questions? 
Mr. GrErInG. Yes, sir. 


He can testify or answer questions, as you wish, sir. 
S I 


PuRTELL. Fine 


enator 


STATEMENT OF RUDOLPH C. GEERING, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, 
PRINCETON KNITTING MILLS, WATERTOWN, CONN., ACCOM- 
PANIED BY S. B. LURIA, ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER AND 
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT, PRINCETON KNITTING MILLS, 
WATERTOWN, CONN. 


Mr. Geertnc. Mr. Chairman, I am also a member of the American 
Association of Textile Chemists and Colorists’ Flammability Com- 
mittee which was instrumental to bring about this test and the 
instruments for testing 

I! am employed by the Princeton Knitting Mills as director of 
research, and I represent the Princeton Knitting Mills here. 

Our mill is specializing in the manufacture of knitted synthetic 
fab ics, mostly of the brushed tvpe, and we employ approximately 
700 people 

Senator Purtreny. Is that your normal force? 

Mr. Grrerinc. That is. 

Senator PuRTELL. Seven hundred? 

Mr. Gerrtnc. That is about the normal force. 

Senator PurtELL. Do you have presently about 700 employed? 

Mr. Luria. Yes, sir. 

Mr. GEERING. Yes, sir. 

Senator PuRTELL. So, you are operating at roughly a normal 
basis? 

Mr. Grrertna. A normal basis; right. 

We are and have been always in favor of this act, and we have 
been instrumental in helping to work out the method. Part of the 
work was done in our laboratory. 

In the last 15 years we have manufactured approximately 65 
million yards of a certain fabric, and we have been testing it for 
approximately 10 years. We have found, however, that in comply- 
ing with the standard that we are sometimes in difficulty. 

Senator Purre yt. On the borderline? 

Mr. Gerertne. On the borderline. 

This fabrie 

Senator Purre.LL. May I interrupt? 

You mean this new standard bone-dry requirement? 

Mr. Grrrtne. This new standard bone dry. 

Senator Purre... Thank you. 

Mr. Gererina. This fabric has been, as I said, for 15 years manu- 
factured and sold without a single case of fire incident. We feel, 
therefore, that it is completely sale, yet, in spite of that, we find every 
once in a while a freak failure, 

The majority of the tests are satisfactory but, as I say, every once 
in a while we have a freak failure. 

Senator PurTELL. May I[ interrupt? 


Are you speaking now about testing these under bone-dry condi- 
tions? 
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Mr. Geerine. I am talking now about bone-dry conditions 

Senator Purre.u. Fine 

Mr. Gererina. Yes; definitely 

We have made tests with the modification, as you propose, by testing 
under normal humidity conditions and we feel that this will eliminaté 
our difficulties 

On the other hand, we have also tested some of this flamed sweate1 
material which Mr. Buck showed 

Senator PURTELI May I see it? 

Ir. GeertnG. This is all cut up, as you can see. We made a 

tests on it 

Senator Purre... How did you deseribe this? 

You said this was what? 

Mr. Geerina. That is a flamed sweater materia! 

Senator Purren.. Oh, ves 

Mr. Grering. That is not manufactured by us. I want to state 
we bought that. We received it from the outside 

As I say, we have tested this with both methods, the original method 


| the 


and, as we eall it, the amended method, under normal humidity 
conditions, and we find that it fails in both cases 

| have here some tests which will show this 

Senator Purreuy. It failed under the new amendment, as well as the 
old bill? 

Mr. GeEERIN¢ That is meht 

In other words, we have found here an average, under the old 
conditions, under the original conditions, of 1.0 second, and under the 
amended conditions, or the normal humidity conditions, 1. 4 seconds 

Senator PurTELL. May I interrupt a moment? 

Mr. GEERING. Yes, sir. 

Senator PurtTeLL. These are all the same tests? 

Mr. Lurtra. These are carbon copies 

Mr. GeerinG. These are carbon copies, sir 

Senator Purrett. We will be happy to have the reporter get one 
and it will be entered in the record at this point. 

(The test data referred to is as follows:) 


LABORATORY Report, PRINCETON KNITTING MuILLs, IN¢ 


Tests made on flame sweate? 
Object of test: Flammabilit I uested by R, C, ¢ on May 10 ; I) of answer: May 10 
1954) 
Seconds | Seconds 
Dy iccated samples 1.0) Co ditioned samples 1.6 
Do i? Do i 1.4 
Do 11.0 Do ‘1.4 
Do 1. O Do oe 
Do 11.0 Do 1. 4 
Average LO \verage 1. 4 


Sample base burned 

Mr. Geerinc. We definitely feel, therefore, by introducing this 
amendment that we are not jeopardizing the effectiveness of the 
act and at the same time it will help the textile industry. We are 
very much in favor of your amendment 

Senator Purtety. | am very happy to have your testimony. 
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Now. vou don’t identify this material in anv way. I think we 
ought not identify it, and you don’t. You simply indicated it is not 
of your production 

Mr. Geerine. It is not our production 

Senator PurreE! QO) not vour material 

Mr. Geerinac. That rioht [t is not our material 


Senator PURTELI And vou show here, if I read these tests right. 
» matter what the conditions, the re sults are roughly 50 to 55 percent 


‘the new standard of bone dry or at normal humidity. 


Tidie 

\lr. GEERING That is right 

Senator Put ELI Is that orrect? 

Mr. Gerertne. That is right 

Senator PurRTELI So, in no instance would these qualify ? 

Mr. Grerine. That is right 

Senator Purret.. And, therefore, we are not in any way opening 


{ 


the gates to those things vou feel will be dangerous to hfe or limb: 
is that correct? 

Mr. Greerine. That is right. 

Mr. Luria. That is right 

Mr. Grertnc. Here 1 would like to show you one of our fabrics 
which causes these occasional freak failures 

As IT say, the majority of the tests—thev come through all right. 
but every once in a while we have a freak failure, and that is the 


Senator Purre tL. What is the material used for mostly? 
Mr. Grerinc. That is for nightgowns 


Senator PurTELL. For nightgowns? 
Mr. GEERING lostly nightgowns 
As I sav. it has been used for 15 vears: 65 million yards without anv 


Senator Purtreti. But you have found on occasion, where you 
adhered to the bill as originally written, that you would have oc- 
casions where that would be on the borderline? 

Mr. Greerinc. That is right 

Senator PuRTE! And it worried you that you were not passing 


Mr. Gerring. That is right 
nator Purre.y. In the majority of cases it would pass the test 
as it presently stands? 

Mr. Geerine. That is right 

Senator Purtrety. Bone dry 

Mr. GeEERING. Yes, su 

Senator Purre.i. But you were always troubled with whether or 
not some particular portion of your run might be just under the 
standard; is that correct? 

Mr. Geerine. That is right, Senator 

Senator Purtre tit. But you feel that all of your production will be 
over the standard, without any change in your fabric at all, or the 
way in which you are doing it, by this change in the bill? 

Mr. Greerine. Yes, sir 

Senator Purrety. Thank you very much 

Mr. Luria. Mr. Chairman, may I say we are heartily in favor of 
the "lammability Fabrics Act 
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We consider ourselves to be sponsors of that act. Back in the early 
forties we started flammability testing. We were pioneers in that field. 
It was the policy of our company not to sell any cloths that entailed 
danger to anyone who might use them under any conditions. There- 
fore, we were instrumental in developing the tests and the instrument. 

We find it perhaps a little ironic today that we, who had so much to 
do with the act for self protection and for the preservation of the good 
name of those in the industry who are responsible, have a situation 
m hand which is going to hurt us Wi helped create the situation, 
and now it is going to turn about and hurt us somewhat 

Ninety-five percent of the cases of this fabric Mr. Geering showed 
vou passed the test without any question. It is the other 5 percent, 
but the textile industry cannot stand 5 percent rejects. You just 
can’t afford to throw that away 

We heartily endorse this proposed amendment. We feel that 
it implements the Flammability Fabrics Act. It makes it much 
more realistic. 

Baking fabric exclusively for testing purposes in no way reflects 
the conditions under which a garment can be worn by a consumer 
[t is a condition which can be duplicated only in a laboratory and 
cannot possibly be found in any home. 

Senator Purtretu. | want to thank you very much, Mr. Geering, 
and Mr. Luria, for coming here and helping us and particularly giving 
us the knowledge that this isn’t new to you, this testing of materials, 
that vou have been doing it for a long while, and your experience 
has been helpful to us, too. 

Mr. Luria. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. GrerinG. Thank you. 

Senator Purreti. The next witness is Mr. George Marlin of the 
National Womens’ Neckwear & Searf Association, Inc., of New York 
City, and Mr. Milton Beards of Baar & Beards of New York City. 

We are glad to have you with us. 

Do you have a prepared statement? 

Mr. Marurn. I do not, Senator. 

Senator PurteLi. You are at liberty to testify without one It 
simply helps the reporter where you have one. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE MARLIN, COUNSEL, NATIONAL WOMENS’ 
NECKWEAR & SCARF ASSOCIATION, INC., ACCOMPANIED BY 
MILTON BEARDS, SECRETARY-TREASURER, BAAR & BEARDS, 
INC., NEW YORK, N. Y. 


Mr. Maruin. If you please, we would like, for your own purposes 
of clarification and whatever elaboration of my oral testimony you 
may need, to offer the letters that we sent to Secretary Weeks of the 
Department of Commerce, dated April 16, and one to the Federal 
Trade Commission, attention of Mr. Harvey Hannah, dated April 8, 
and then a letter sent directly to you upon the introduction of your 
amendment, or any part thereof. 

Senator PurTeti. They shall become a part of the record at this 
point. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 











AMENDMENT TO FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT 














NATIONAL WOMEN’s NECKWEAR & ScarF AssociATION, ING., 
Ve York, N. Y., April 8, 1954 
EDI Vy BE ( ( 
1 ID ¢ 
itt Mr. Harve L. Hi ul 
Gi EN recordar everal confer s held with you in 
| National W N ee ear & Sca Association, Ine., repre 
ib ntial all of the ome carf industry in tl Lnited States, sub- 
here th its request for an interpretation with respect to the applicability of 
l ma Fal Act > ha Is and seart 
| rn of nd tr is f oO | i ta ( as not intended te 
ick irt ke na i ikere} I ind scarts ich are not the i- 
‘ I ire mere eee thereto, and ( I 1use they are not 
i ed »« i 1 re ( ons izard to the per 
1 | ( pre ( ( ( of tt I costume irticl 
cl ( ( vi! 2 (d) of u In our 1 scarf 
i chief I i r al i le of el since the 
i Dl ( | i i icie of wing appare as co titut a 
: r artic os 11 n of the iterpreta of se on 2 (d 
t i ef! li hand ief carfs fro at 
t ‘ i 
rHt \ l WAS NOT INT , » TO ND HA NO APPLIK I rO SCARFS AND 
HAND RCHIEE 
I I of the Com ( Interstate and Foreign Commerce upon 
I rons ee 069 (1 mable Fabries Ac for appropriate action, the 
f the slation s stated f Ws 
‘ , e thy , ( } la rr nad ( ise ll Vearing 
) of flay able te til; i} ; 4 } eed ther hy j 
ith to nut / Italics ours.} 
(‘ite by the cor tee as trative of the danger were ighly flammable 
! play sa 1 tor sweaters or jackets.” Also 
ed ( ictual experience and “‘ineidet n Which were involved “hig 
mms ‘ ex] ( ‘ = eotton chenille dressing 
ie a i erial 1 Ce i fa es . a& piastic 
ne ¢ T ire i ba nr ( ind cotTtto nay 1Jana 
In : é nit odueed t the hearin by the IK e! jrade Con MISSsion, 
Z2o0 Case i 1 rv caused Dy ! r? g clothing were mmarize As 1NnVOlVIng 
he am fabrie in robes and aters: thin-coated fabrics in raincoats and 
re fiber net ‘ ning dresses; cowboy playsuits with chaps of long-napped 
stay 
N her n anv of tl comn ee 7 oits or the tr scripts of the hearings 
ng to fl i cove! a period of al 7 vears—is there 
e ret ( S isa 1 } ndkert ef 
| UT rps ne { t he rticl Lecce oO pparel ) 
cent never then handkercl < and scarf We } w of no recorded 
tf e history of our tr involviz nv fata or serious injury 
oO ng of a searf o7 ndker f In tl bs¢ f ar statistics or 
orcs } e queried e carriers, fire Cepartment ¢ Is, manufac- 
ror nol re listributor t ; uri uve been unable to uncover a 
le e of handkerchief or scarf tituting a fire hazard. This back- 
ound ( gnificant in view of the fact that literally millions of dozens 
t ndker et und carfs have oe in evervdav use thro hout the country 
y ryY Ve yes 
Chis histor and record of experience should not come as a surprise since, from 


handkerchiefs are Cevoid of any 








e hazard potentiality r | reasons for this 
1. Searfs and handkerchiefs are ordinarily not attached to or affixed to the 
rson and are consequently easily divestible in the event of ignition 
» Searfs and handkerchiefs are so small in area that, even if ignited, they do 
yt resent a ha ard to the pers¢ 
§ Searfs and handkerchiefs are orcinarily tucked in a pocket, sleeve cuff, or 
a waist belt, or loosely draped around the head or shoulders and are, con- 
{ hin easy reach for counteraction in the event of ignition. 


Presumably. the Commission will not consider such accessory items as umbrellas 


| t despite the fact 


id handbags to be wearing apparel! within the purview of the act 
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that the consuming public and the trade accept these products as wearing apparel 
accessories. We assume, also, that handmuffs will not be considered to be wearing 
apparel; and, in view of its letter to the congressional committee, dated April 9, 


1953, that the Commission will not consider laprobes, which are also draped around 





the person, to come within the act. While hand napkins are not ordinarily 
thought of with wearing apparel, nevertheless they are used by means of insertion 
or draping over the body. Even artificial flowers probably will not be considered 
to be wearing apparel within the meaning of the act, unless they are permanently 
incorporated as a part of a basic garment All of the foregoing, including handker- 


chiefs and scarfs, have one attribute in common, namely, that, because the y are 
not affixed, attached, or secured to the person, they are readily accessible for 
rapid and timely divestment 

| hat accessory articles of this type were not intended by Congress to be included 
within the purview of the statute is made clear, we think, by the statutory defi- 


ition of ‘‘wearing apparel’ which is limited to ‘‘costume or clothing.’’ The 
distinction in common parlance between ‘‘wearing apparel”’ and “clothing” is a 
clear on¢ The term “clothing” is a narrower term which is generally thought 


of as being confined to the basic articles of dress which are worn primarily for 
the purpose of covering a portion of the body, whatever may be the incidental 
ornamental effect. Articles which are worn primarily for ornamental purposes, 
and which are not part of a costume—as for example, bracelets—are certainly 
never considered ‘‘clothing’’? even though they incidentally cover part of the 
body In the same sense scarfs and handkerchiefs, cover portions of the body 
when they are worn draped over the head or shoulders, but such covering is related 
to the primary function of ornamentation. Thus, scarfs and handkerchiefs would 
not be thought of in common parlance as “clothing.” 
The Flammable Fabrics Act represents a legislative experiment in a new and 
untried field of Federal regulation. We realize that neither legislative history nor 
precedent afford a specific resolution of the issue we are raising; but it cannot be 
denied that the whole spirit and background of the legislative deliberations stand 
in corroboration of our opinion that Congress was not legislating with respect to 
handkerchiefs and searfs when it enacted this bill. At least one Congressman 
Representative Robert Crosser of Ohio) has already so stated publicly. More 
over, this is a penal statute which, as a matter of law, must be strictly construed. 
An injudicious interpretation in this case would seriously damage a substantial 
industry without affording any compensating benefit to the public For all these 
reasons, we urge with all the vigor we can muster, that the Commission adopt the 














reasonable, well-founded definition of the term ‘‘costume or article of clothing” 
which we advance herein 
II. PUBLIC POLICY 

We have couched our presentation in terms of interpretati: of the statute 
based upon congressio! al intent: for we recognize that the Federal Trade Com- 
mission must interpret the statute as it finds it and may not shut its eyes to the 
intention of Congress, however harsh and unpalatable the result We would not, 
howe r, have pre sented a complete picture if we did not bring forcibly to the 
attention of the Commission the grave inplications of this tter. The over- 


ilk; silk searfs 


whelming preponderance of searfs sold in this country are ma | 
Lic! do ot meet 


g | 
are made primarily from lightweight Japanese silks, many 
the tests of the commercial standard. Inadequate, unrealistic and inapplicable 
though we believe these tests to be—if the Commission rules that silk searfs are 
“clothing” and that the tests are applicable, the women’s scarf industry, as we 








know it, faces extermination. Millions of dollars of inventory in importers’ 
stocks or in process here and abroad and on the shelves of retailers will, on July 1, 
become worthless For the smaller elements in the industry, the heavy losses 
involved may result in serious distress, if not insolvency For such firms as 


survive, the transition to a scarf industry based on heavyweight silks will be a 
most difficult one. We have been informed that only 20 percent of the Japanese 
looms are equipped for heavy silk construction. The remainder of the looms 
cannot be changed over readily, if at all, for lightweight production, so that the 
adverse economic impact on an industry of 40,000 workers in Japan, aside from 
those dependent on domestic commerce, would be widespread and large. In what- 
ever manner the many and complicated problems are met, it is certain that the 
major portion of the present large mass market for women’s scarfs which now 
exists will be irretrievably lost. 

Serious though these consequences are, we could not urge our cause, with con- 
viction, if the personal safety of our citizens might otherwise be endangered. 
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no such issue arises An adverse ruling will shake an industry and all of the 
{ isands who depend for livelihood on it without advancing one iota the safety 
| he hazards of fire 
NaTIONAL WoMEN’s NECKWEAR AND SCARF 
ASSOCIATION, INC., 
By GEorRGE MARLIN, Counsel 
MaRTIN & SANDBERG 





N NAL Wom! NECKWEAR AND ScARF AssociaTION, INC., 
New York, N. Y., April 16, 1954 





DD S The undersigned the legal representative and administrattve 
of the neckwear and searf industry of the United States The 

representing these interests is deeply concerned with the drastic 

‘ to the i vy which will result upon the enforcement of the 


Flammal r Act of Julv 1. 1954 As you no doubt know by now, 














there reat ditferenes hpetweel! the constructive purpost of this legislation 
und it promises to be the case of our industry, its thoroughly destructive 
In t t of background and history of safety to consumers wearing silk 
k handkerchiefs and searfs, it is not reasonable to 
oe ress intended the purposes of the act to encompass the aforesaid 
t | t r ird. we have taken the libertv to enclose herewith a copy 
of rp vhich was recently directed to the Federal Trade Commission 
contention that Congress can either amend the act to exclude hand- 
} i i procedure l in our estimation will effectively solve 
t threat inging over Japanese silk imports, or, in the alternative effect a 
t frorcen t of the act for a period of 1 veer Chis latter course 
1 cert be justified if only because it would provide additional time in 
ich needed experimentation in the matter of developing a 
I 1 testing procedure than is now available for the deter- 
e potential fammabilitv of plain-surfaced fabrics as distinguished 
i upped r tufted \ ety 
\ ad a careful studv of the act. of the commo lity stan lards, and of 
vdil ip to the passage of the act, and are convinced that the 
Secretar Commerce can, in all good conscience, recommend to the Congress 
( arf and handkerchief industry in this country as he mav deem 
rtan ‘ our national commerce be virtually exter- 
ited t fe ear 
\ il compellit reasons for the relief suggested herein have been 
e brought to your attention from different authoritative sources At this 
| ew 1 lil { ess Our specilic { iments to the question 
uc : of the test pr ires provided for in Commercial Standard 
- ry the available rec e are far from convinced that the Congress 
Or Department of Commerce intended the said testing procedures for silk 
: pro 5 
] ts report to the Congress, preparatory to the passage of the Flammable 
Products Act, the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the House 
Representatives made the following statement with respect to the standard of 
i tv emboidied in the ac 
Ihe ajor problen ' ' in formulating legislation to control the use 
of danger v flammable textiles 7s te criminate between the conventional fabrics 
) he ind ger wlly cognized hazards and the special types oj 
hazard are highly dangerous.” [Italies ours] 
B vay of ¢ ration, the following was stated: 
general, wool textiles ignite and burn with difficultv while cotton and 
rayvo ) re rea Phe LOT 1 arise from certain cotton and rayon 
fabrics having fuzzy or furlike surfaces which flash and burn with exceeding 
rapidit Most svnthetic textiles melt when heated and the molten material is 
capable of prod icihg serious Durhs 


hrough the hearings there was an extended discussion of tl 


le flammability of 
Ce se fabrics, both natural and regenerated, and of synthetic fabrics of all 
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kinds. But the legislative history of this act reveals not a single reference to silk. 
Representatives of the cotton textile industry, of the rayon and acetate fiber 
industries, of the plastic industries and of the tufted textile industries, appeared 
and testified, and expressed their opinions on the bill. Not asingle representative 
of the silk industry—weaver, importer, or apparel manufacturer—appeared or 
was calied before the legislative committees. Not a single example of accident 
due to flammability involved a silk fabric or a silk end product 

The problem presented to Congress did not involve silk, Congress had no infor- 
mation before it concerning silk; and it must be assumed that Congress was not 
legislating with relation to silk. 

It is true that the statute sets forth a definition of ‘‘fabric’’ which, in itself, is 
broad enough to include silk along with all other fabrics. However, in fixing the 
standard of flammability, Congress incorporated, by reference, the Standards 
promulgated by the Secretary of Commerce in Commercial Standard 191-53 
The statute has not and cannot have any wider applicability than the standard 
(except, of course, with respect to hats, gloves, and footwear, as to which the 
statute provides a specific exception). 

The scope of the statute therefore is bounded by the scope of CS-191—53; and 
CS-—-191-53, we think it is clear, was not intended to and does not apply to the 


testing of plain silk fabries for flammability. The reasons are as follows 

A. CS-191-53 was not promulgated at the request of the silk industry, in 
accordance with Department of Commerce procedure. It was not submitted to 
and accepted in writing by 65 percent of the silk industry, as required by Depart- 
ment of Commerce procedures. The technical committee which cooperated with 


the Department of Commerce in the preparation of the standard consisted of 
representatives of the cotton textile industry, the rayon industry, the retail trades 
and the wholesale trades, but included no representation from the silk industry. 
Although a large number of samples were tested in the course of the preparation 
of the standard, so far as we have been able to learn, no samples of light-weight 


silk were included in the tests In every respect, from the commencement of the 
project pursuant to formal request of the Association of Textile Chemists and 
Colorists to the promulgation of the standard by the Secretary of Commerce, 


there was no consultation or conference with the silk industry and no specifie 


consideration of the flammability of silk In view of the meticulous procedure 
ordinarily followed by the Secretary of Commerce in the promulgation of volun 
tary trade standards, it can only be assumed that Commercial Standard 191-53, 


despite its apparently broad coverage, was never intended to apply to silk 





B. The testing methods and procedures set forth in Commercial Standard 
191—53 are not adequate for silk As was stated bv Mr. George S. Buck, tech 
nical director of the National Cotton Council, at the hearings before the House 


committee 


‘As a matter of fact, the trouble with the test is that it is too rsetrictive on 





rics Which have no history of unusual hazard, and which the publie generally 
always regarded as safe The machine is not sufficiently refined to dis 
ui the difference between the way they burn and the way really hazardous 

| i burn, even whe at tl is difference can be SeCT) clearly by eve e 
The shortcoming of the machine referred to by Mr. Buck is that it measures 
burning time but not burning intensity The Commercial Standard itself recog- 
nizes the limitations of the machine in this regard Flame intensity it states, 


an be evaluated only by visual observation. Nowhere in the commercial standard, 


( 
however, are there set forth any standard or procedures for such visual observa- 
‘ : 


ion of the flame intensity of ignited smooth-surfaced woven fabrics 

In California, which has had a flammable fabrics law since 1946, the inappli- 
cability of the test to plain woven fabrics became evident immediately after the 
law was enacted; and as a result, silk has not been made subject to the law. The 


California history, as set forth by the State fire marshal in a letter to the House 
follows 

Following the adoption of these standards, we found that the test procedure 
was deficient in some respects, in that it failed a number of the smooth, sheer 
materials which did not actually display burning characteristics that would 
indicate that they possessed a greater than normal fire hazard, and because of 
this weakness in the test procedure we later repealed the standards as they 
applied to the smooth-surfaced woven fabries pending further research and study 
on this phase of testing. We have continued to apply the standards to fabrics 
having brushed or napped surfaces, and to plastic-film and_ plactic-coated 
materials, and have had good success, as well as excellent cooperation from our 
merchants and manufacturers We are still conducting research in an effort to 





committee, Was a 
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satisfactory test procedure for the sheer fabrics, netting and veiling, and 
we believe that a new variable ie testing rack developed by us will point the 





A¢ thy 54 itive ne th Lew Ve rt and AY chigan Le rislatures killed 
\, ; alc for ena t of intrastate counterparts of the Flammability 








Fabry \ [t I 1 hat in both instances the bills failed of 
‘ cause it I to e attention of the legislative com- 
rriitte ed that the procedure were inadequate with re spect to silk 
i r T i t ( i ( 

\\ lerstand that \ ro Chemists and Colorists is now 
engared in experimentation on this rv probletr Apart from the variable angk 
te rack proposed in California, there are now under consideration other 

| dificatior the cor ru mn of the flammability tester One such 
: ) nder cor lera n is t replac the No. 50 mercerized sewing 
ud stop cord th a stop rd ide of material more resistant to lesser in- 
flarne | and other proposals by recognized authorities on flamma- 
t t nave ne purp to eniar 1 I 1O1 i the testing 
rire » that they w be al { e intensity of burning and not merely 
for at Y of hur , 
\\ to piled or fted fabries. t indard forth a rule based upon 
} . ut } } ’ vnetrated to the use fiber 

! t-second f ce i to | dangerous Intensity 
With r to i i sndaara t I oO rul 2nd in- 

It j t rea that | t » not pass the test of CS-191—53 
| al ho evolved the tests would probably be the first to state that 
the f | not th the lk but { test | vhile the time of flame- 

ad I ligt ‘ ( > 14 ls, t loes 1t mean that 

the | t-weight sill are da I ly flammabk The entire history of the 
fab COVE gy centuries of ! this propositi It is in a marked 
] Tt flan ite { the I I 1 ! ac} lhes do not test that the 
inherent ifeness of k resides 5 Will burn—as will almost anvthing—but 
ot flare or flast { I 1 tha I Pec! ur of Commerce had 

nded to set up t { rocedaurl To! ilk vould no ive overlooked this 

! I l and I I ul " ed I deration of it in the test. 
Nor ld he ave, in effec | ia major segment of an old and respected 

qd tr { t mu a | \ ts representatives 

Sectic { of the statute n es the law applicable only to such an article of 

earing apparel as exhibits rapid and ints » burnir With respect to silk, 
CS-191—53 prescribes a procedure to be followed in testing for rapid burning 
Hut ae pury pre ribe a procedure to be followed in 
testi for intense burnir Was it the intent of Congress to cutlaw fabrics 

hose | i is rapid but not intense? Obviously not, since no dangerous 
flamn itv is involved unless bot quelities are found Obviously not, also, 
since the statute expressly requires that both qualities be found. Yet, if silk is 

1 subject to the la the Federal Trade Commission will, in effect, be so holding 
and will, in effect, outlaw fabrics which are not in violation of the standard set 
forth either in the statute or the commercial standard 

We k to you, the highest official in the country <d with the authority 
and responsibilit he protection and advancement of legitimate American 
business interest adership and direction in apprising the Congress of our 

eed r relief short of the weight of vour high office and tremendous 





required to bring about the understanding in the Congress 
necessary for remedial action We are certain you will not fail us in our fight for 


NATIONAL WoMEN’S NECKWEAR AND SCARF 
ASSOCIATION, IN« 
By GEORGE MARLIN, Counsel 
MARLIN & SANDBERG. 
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NATIONAL WoMEN’sS NECKWEAR AND ScArRF ASSOCIATION, INC., 
New York, N. Y., April 29, 1954. 
Mr. Rosert L’Hevrevx, 
Counsel, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Buiiding, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. L’Hevrevx: At the suggestion of Mr. Harvey Hannah, I enclose 
herewith copy of our petition recently directed to the FTC for relief under the 
Flammable Fabrics Act and also a copy of a letter written to Secretary of Com- 
merce Weeks. 

We understand that an amendment to the Flammable Fabrics Act of interest 
to our industry has already been dropped in the hopper—a matter which we 
should like to discuss with you in some detail. 

For this reason, we shall in all probability call you on the telephone prior to 
your receiving this material. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE Martin, Counsel. 
MarLIn & SANDBERG. 


NATIONAL WOMEN’S NECKWEAR AND SCARF Association, INC., 
New York, VV April 29, 1954 

DeraAR CONGRESSMAN: Our organization is composed of several hundred mem 
bers doing business throughout the continental United States. They are re- 
sponsible for a retail sales volume of close to $100 million a year. It is and has 
been their contention that enforcement of the Flammable Fabries Act in its 
present form on July 1, 1954, will do great harm to future business in silk searfs 
and will, in effect, confiseate existing inventories and stocks at both the wholesale 
and retail levels 

The state of affairs is especially unfortunate for the following reasons: 

1. Silk as a fabric or as an end product has no history of dangerous flammability 

2. Silk and silk end products are not mentioned at any point in the hearings 
leading up to legislative enactment, nor is there any indication that accessories 
such as handkerchiefs and searfs were intended to be considered as clothing or 
wearing apparel as defined in the act. 

3. The tests for measuring flammability as incorporated in the act are in- 
adequate in relation to silk and other plain-surfaced fabrics insofar as no provision 
is made for measuring intensity of burning, despite the fact that this latter test is 
specifically required by law. 

Appropriate appeals for relief, as enclosed herewith, based upon the foregoing 
premises have been directed to the Federal Trade Commission and to Secretary 
of Commerce Weeks It is hoped that the Commerce Department will see fit 
to recommend some constructive solution pending the development of adequate 
testing procedures. Since such a course would in all probability involve con- 
gressional action, we are taking the liberty of transmitting to you the enclosed 
material for further clarification of the problem. 

Needless to say, we would be greatly encouraged by your support of our position 
As a matter of fact, if you feel we have a meritorious cause, we would appreciate 
receiving permission to quote you to this effect as soon as reasonably possible 
In any event, we are most anxious to get your views, whatever they may be 

Very truly yours, 
GrorGE Martin, Counsel 
Marin & SANBERG. 


Mr. Marurn. Senator, I represent the National Women’s Neck- 
wear & Scarf Association, Inc., of New York City, a trade association 
which represents substantially all of the women’s scarf industry in 
the United States. It is an industry which, in terms of retail volume, 
runs between 75 and 100 million dollars a year. 

Senator PurtTe.u. Is that just for scarfs and women’s neckwear? 

Mr. Marurn. I want to be clear about that, Senator. When we 
talk about scarfs in the trade, generically speaking, we include large 
squares, otherwise known as large square handkerchiefs, or scarfs, 
stoles, and—— 








34 AMENDMENT TO FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT 


Senatol Py RTELI Stoles of cloth? 
Mr. Maru. That is right 
Senator PurTELI Not a fur of any kind? 


Mr. Brearps. No: no 
Mir. Maruin. No: no Stoles of cloth or lace, for that matter, and 


mantillas as well, which is little more than a lace scarf 


Senator Purreny. And they are made of various types of fabrics? 
Mr. Marui. That is correct, si 
Senator Purrety. Or material, rather? 


Nii MEARLIN. Yes, su 
I want to start out. Senator, by saving that we realize tliis whole 


1] 


pl y»ble-n involves one of great public norality, and for that reason we 


are fully in accord with the necessity for insuring the safety standards 
of the American apparel wearet 

We are very much perturbed, however, that it was necessary for the 
Congress to have cone up with what amounts to a shotgun law rather 
than a rifle law, in the sens 

Senator Purtreiut. You are speaking of the original law? 

Mr. Maru. The original bill 

Senator Purtetu. Yes 

Mr. Marurn. The original bill that is intended now for enforcement 
as of June 30th, next? 

Senator Purtreuyu. Yes 

Mr. Maru. As I heard here today, there is no question but that 
a nunber of fabrics have come within the scope of the act which were 
not intended for enforce nent or coverage ace yrding LO the legislative 
history It is unfortunate, and to the extent that this committee is 
considering sone relief we are very grateful 

[ should also like to state the international implication involving 
Japan, France, Italy, Switzerland were more than adequately dealt 
with by the representative of the State Department, and for that 
reason we will make very little reference to it; and, similarly, that 
portion of your bill which deals with the technical standards have been 
dealt with quite adequately by representatives of the Commerce 
Department, and Mr. Buck, and for that reason we will have very 
little to say about that particular subject. 

We should like to address ourselves primarily and briefly to the fol- 
lowing points: While there has been a good deal of testimony with 
reference to foreign countries and international trade conditions 

Senator Purreiit. May I understand now that vou are now voicing 
some objection to the amendment proposed to the bill? 

Mr. Maruin. On the contrary, Senator, I should like to make it 
clear at the outset that we are fully and completely in accord with 
S. 3379 

Senator Purre tui. Do you feel there are further amendments that 
should be made to the bill? 

Mr. Marin. No, sir We are quite satisfied that this meets the 
outstanding problems for the time being 


Senator PURTELI ine Thank you 
Mr. Marit. I should like to emphasize that [ am here speaking 
in behalf of domestic industry. We are not concerned directly with 


Japanese or any other foreign interest 


There are hundreds of domestic manufacturers, importers, fabri- 


eators, jobbers, and other types of firms whose welfare may conceiv- 
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ably be adversely affected if your bill is not successful in its passage 
in the next few weeks 

[ should like to point out that the committee would be acting with 
considerable amount as far as the safety factors for the American 
apparel wearer are concerned, to the extent that scarfs, as such, have 
a long record—TI am now talking particularly about silk scarfs, Sen- 
ator, which constitute the great bulk of the scarfs sold in this countrys 
of safetv and a complete absence of any injury or death caused by 
any of the usual hazards connected with flammability 

There is no question that these products burn but, as Mr. Buck 
pointed out, 90 percent of all products do burn. However, in and of 
itself, silk is a conventional fabric, as such, especially because it is 
composed of protein fiber. It has a record of conventional and 
ordinay safety 

[ should also like to point out that there are other conditions 
which militate in its favor. For instance, searfs—and this was 
pointed out specifically in a letter to the Federal Trade Commission 
are ordinarily not attached to or affixed to the person and are, con- 
sequently, easily divestible in the event of ignition, a point that was 
made by previous witnesses. So, | won't labor it 

Senator Purrety. We took cognizance of that in our proposed 
amendment 

Mr. Masui. | know you did, Senator 

Second, scarfs are so small in area by comparison with ordinary 
articles of wearing apparel that even if ignited they do not present a 
hazard to the person 

Along with divestibility, they can be put out so quickly that, in 
the ordinary course of events, it is not something that would create 
an unusual hazard 

And, finally, searfs are ordinarily tucked in the pocket or on a 
sleeve cuff or under a waist belt or loosely draped around the head 
or shoulders and are, consequently, within easy reach for counter 
action in event of ignition 

There is another very important point here, Senator, which we 
have been very much concerned with in recent months, which has 
not vet been mentioned during the course of the hearing today, and 
that is the problem of inventory and stocks. 

As you pointed out, or at least as Mr. Buck pointed out, many of 
our producers were entirely unaware not only of the existence of the 
Flammable Fabrics Act until a few months ago, but, even after that, 
unaware that their products or fabrics would come within its purview. 
As a result of that, they went on doing business as usual, with a result 
that their shelves are very heavily lined with inventories. The retail 
stores, strangely enough, even though their national association, 
NRDGA, was very active in the passage of the original act, went on 
buying as usual. The picture at the present time, therefor, 1s one 
of heavily stocked stores and heavily loaded shelves in wholesale and 
jobbing houses and searfs which at the present time do not pass the 
standard test 

If this law were to be enforced as it presently stands without your 
amendment, I think I would be safe in saying that there would be 
caused the loss of many millions of dollars, and certainly as far as the 
small operators are concerned it would bring a number of them to the 
brink of bankruptey and insolvency 
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Senatur PuRTELL, May I interrupt there? 

So there will be no question about it, while, of course, I would 
sympathize with the adverse effect upon the business of anybody if 
we didn’t have this amendment, I want to make it clear that this 
amendment was not put in because it would be good business for 
anybody. The amendment is offered simply because we feel it pro- 
tects the safety of the public, and we feel adequately, and we feel, too, 
at least I feel, that it perhaps nearer meets the intent of the original 
bill; but it was not offered in order to save inventories and it was not 
offered in order to keep people from suffering loss. It was because we 
feel it is the fair way of handling the situation on the question of 
flammability of materials. We feel it will not increase the hazard 
and will at the same time—and we are glad of this now—meet the 
situation you speak of, but that was not our motivating influence, I 
can assure you. It was a question of people’s health and safety. 

Mr. Marutn. | only suggested it, Senator, by way of making you 
feel entirely confident that the situation had byproducts which were 
perhaps of lesser importance, but which were pertinent under the 
circumstances. 

Senator PurteLit. We are always glad to hear that, and I am very 
happy you mentioned it. 

Mr. Marurn. Incidentally, I want to subscribe, for the record, 
everything vou said there, Senator. 

Senator Purteiy. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Marin. We are in full accord with you in that regard. 

I should like to state that to the extent that your bill does not cover 
scarfs of a tufted, brushed, or napped effect, that we feel that those 
products in our field which would most ordinarily offer the greatest 
possibility of flammability hazards would still come within the 
enforcement agency entrusted with the enforcement of the bill. 

Senator Purreiy. The original bill? 

Mr. Marurn. That is correct. 

And we are in full accord that scarfs not of plain-surfaced materials 
should definitely remain within the purview of the bill. 

Now, just one final point, Senator, by way of pointing up the fact 
that it is our contention that scarfs as accessories to wearing apparel 
or articles of clothing were never intended for coverage by the sponsors 
of the original act, by the committees listening to the testimony well 
over a year ago: We point out in our letter to the Federal Trade 
Commission that there are a number of other articles or products 
which are considered to be accessories but which are, nevertheless, 
conceded on all sides not to be articles of wearing apparel or articles 
of clothing, even though these particular products are in some way 
connected with the wearer, either by way of affixation or loose drape; 
and I want to call to your attention particularly 

Senator Purretyt. When you speak of affixation, if they are affixed 
pretty permanently to a piece of wearing apparel it becomes a part 
of the wearing apparel? 

Mr. Marutn. Well, when I talk about affixation, I mean particu- 
larly temporary affixation, Senator. For example, you take a napkin. 
A napkin is affixed in the sense that it is tucked, but it will stay on 
the person without actual physical or manual holding. That is 
what I mean by affixation. 

Senator PurtTe.. I see. 

Mr. Maruin. Under the circumstances, particularly there are 
certain types of handbags, made of cloth, which can be slung over 
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the shoulder. Now, they are affixed in the sense that there is a strap 
which holds the handbag to the person. To the extent that that 
might conceivably be made of flammable fabric and to the extent 
that it is affixed on the person, or to the person, conceivably it might 
be called an article of wearing apparel, but I don’t think anybody 
would seriously urge - 

Senator Purret.. We don’t so consider it. 

Mr. Maruin. That is correct, and we are in full agreement that it 
shouldn't be. 

I also want to call your attention to the fact that there are hand 
muffs. Now, we are reasonably sure that is a sort of article that would 
not be considered clothing within the purview of the act, and there is 
affixation to the extent they will automatically stay on if hands are 
inserted. 

Senator Purrenty. The same thing is true of shoes and other pieces 
of wearing apparel. 

Mr. Marury. Except they are specifically excluded under the act, 
itself, Senator. I am not talking about those articles which are 
specifically excluded in the act, in connection with which judicial 
notice is taken that they are not specifically articles of wearing apparel 
within the act. 

Senator Purreuy. Yes. 

Mr. Marurn. I want to call your attention to napkins, which I 
mentioned before, and possibly even artificial flowers, which, if not 
permanently incorporated in the basic garment, would not be con- 
sidered wearing apparel as such. 

Now, all of these preducts that I have just mentioned, Senator, 
have one attribute in common, and that is because they are not 
affixed, attached, or secured to the person. They are readily accessible 
for rapid and timely divestment, and it is our contention that scarfs 
essentially have the same basic attribute that all these aforementioned 
products have, that is, they are not affixed to the person in the sense 
that basic garments of apparel are, and to the extent they are not 
they are also easily divestible and, therefore, constitute no more than 
the most conventional of hazards. 

Senator Purre.ty. Of course, you are making a record, and that is 
fine, but our amendment covers what you are saying as far as scarfs 
go. 

Mr. Marurn. Well, Senator, we believe we ought to try to make as 
impressive a record in support of your amendment as possible. 

Senator PurTELL. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Marutin. And that is why I make these statements which are 
adequately covered by your releases and by your statements to the 
present date. 

Senator Purrety. They are welcome. 

Mr. Marurn. That is our way of subscribing to your position today. 

Senator Purtreu. | appreciate it, very, very much. 

Mr. Marurn. That concludes my oral statement, Senator. 

Senator Purtre.u. It has been helpful to us. 

I have been asked to ask this question. I asssme perhaps some 
members of the committee or the staff would like to have this 
information. 

Isn’t it true that a scarf in the trade, includes other similar objects, 
such as mantillas, squares, or stoles? 

I think you mentioned that earlier. 
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Mir. Marin. | stated at the outset, generally speaking, the 
products you just mentioned are considered to be In) the ceneral 


category ot scaris 

Senator Py RTELI Well the ¢ vidence Vou have presented or your 
testimony that you have presented here certainly makes very clear 
youl definitior of hot only scarfs but like accessories that might 20 
on the dress and that are not allixed permane itly thereto 

Mr. Martin. That is correct, Senator 

Senator Purrecye. | want to thank you very much 


rree with us, 
and it is a pleasant thing to hear that this suggested amendment 
meets with approval CETL rally | have heard, as a matter of fact, 


It is nice to find we have so many people here who a 


no opposition to if 

We have had no opposition, have we? 

Mir. MARLIN. Senator, may I ask for the privilege of a few moments 
for \Ir. Beards? 


Senator PurTELL. Certainly 

Mir. Maruin. Mr. Beards, incidentally, is probably the largest 
firm dealing in searfs in the United States, and he might have some- 
thing of interest 

Senator P I I would lke to hear it 

Mir. B ps. | just had one point to ada, and that was the fact 
to prove the safety record of scarfs, of course, no one has ever heard 
of a single incident of any kind in the searf industry, as long as | ean 
remembe! 

Senator Pt LI | addon t Know Ot any 


Do Vou now ot anv? 


Mr. L’Hevrevux. No 


sehnatol Py RTELI Wi have not had any called to our attention 

Nha Bi ) And nobody in the industry has ever heard of wny 

Senator Purrenyi. All right , 

Mr. Brearps. But I want to point out in the last 4 years alone 
from Japan alon there were over 15 million dozen of these COOUS 
brought into the United States 

Senator Purreny. Fifteen million dozen? 

Mir. Bearpbs. Fifteen million dozen, and that is an awful lot of 
dozens without somebody getting hurt 

Senator Purreu. All different sizes, of course? 


Mr. Bearps. All different sizes; but it seems to prove conclusively 
no hazard is involved 

Senator Purre ty. Were they all used for scarfs? 

Mr. Bearps. That is just for Japan. 

Senator Purreiy. And put around the shoulders and head? 

Mr. Mannix. That is correct, sir; and as Mr. Beards points out, 
that only involves Japan because very substantial quantities are 
coming in from France, Italy, and Switzerland. 

Senator PurrELL. That is very interesting, 

Mr. Maruix. | might point out at this time, Senator, without 
taking too much time, that someone might wonder specifically why 
scarfs are referred to in the light of the additional portion of your 
amendment dealing with the change in the testing procedure. 

We know that 3, 4, and in some cases 5 mommy silks would still 
not pass the test even under the liberalized circumstances you ave 
suggesting, and that is the reason you saw fit to include scarfs, basi- 
cally and essentially because they constitute no challenge to the 
safety standards of the American apparel wearer, 
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Senator Purteiy. Actually, our thinking was they presented no 
hazard 

Mr. Maruin. That is correct 

Senator Purrety. Rather than certain types of silk would thereby 
be admitted, in spits of the law. 

Mr. Marutn. Yes 

Senator PurtTELL. We did it only because we feel that scarfs do not 
present the hazard that wearing apparel as such might 

Mir. Martin. You made that clear, Senator, by pointing out the 
Sain silk aocsn bt pass the Lest whe li iIncorporat d ih basic varments 
like nightgowns. 

Senator Purreiy. That is right, or shirts 

Mr. Maruin. Or blouses or shirts. 

Senator PurtTeELL. That is right. 

Mr. Marin. And should be excluded if they do not meet the test, 
and we are in accord with that position also 

Senator Purrety. On the basis they present a hazard? 

Mr. Marui. That is right. 

Senator Purrety. Thank you very much. 

Thank you for coming up here and appearing 

Mr. Marin. Thank vou, sin 

Senator PurTELL. We have one other witness, Mr. William Allan, 
executive vice president of Baltic Mills, Baltic, Conn., who has asked 
to be heard, and we are very happy to have him 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM ALLAN, VICE PRESIDENT AND 
TREASURER OF BALTIC MILLS CO., BALTIC, CONN. 


Mr. Arian. My name is William Allan. I am vice president and 
treasurer of the Baltic Mills Co., in Baltic, Conn With me is Arthur 
Barnes, president of the Ponemah Mills in Taftville, Conn., and Joseph 
| iller, who represents the National Association of Cotton Manu- 
facturers, whose main office is in Boston, Mass 

Individually and collectively we want to endorse the statements of 
Dr. George Buck 

That is my statment, Senator 

Senator PurreLi. You are in full accord, do | understand, Mr 
Allan, with this proposed amendment? 

Mr. ALLAN. Indeed we are; ves. 

Senator PurtreLL. You feel it will meet the needs of those in your 
industry who felt for a while that the law, as it was passed, did not 
interfere with your production, but which I understand you found that 
occasionally you would find that what was testified to here by others 
would happen to you, that occasionally there would be a part of a run 
that wouldn’t conform under the bone-dry test; is that correct? 

Mr. AuLaAn. As a matter of fact, we have 1 fabric in our plant made 
in 2 different widths—and | think Dr. Buck showed you a piece of our 
goods, the organdy, the sheer organdy 

Senator PurrELL. Yes, 

Mr. Autan. And that fired just under 4 seconds. Now, with this 
new change in method of testing to the normal temperature and nor- 
mal relative humidity, we feel that it will go over 4 seconds a very 
small bit, and that is as much as we can ask. 

Senator Purreiy. And you feel satisfied with this amendment? 

Mr. ALLAN. Yes; we do, 
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Senator Purtre.i. Thank you very much. 

I wonder if Mr. Barnes would care to testify, since he is here, and 
we would be very happy to have Mr. Miller testify, if he wishes to 
do so, too. 

We are very happy to have you, Mr. Barnes. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR BARNES, PRESIDENT, PONEMAH MILIS, 
TAFTVILLE, CONN. 


Mr. Barnes. I can endorse what Mr. Buck and Mr. Allan and the 
other gentlemen have already said. We, too, are manufacturers of 
these fine sheer fabrics. They have been used for many, many years 
in millions of yards. There has never been any trouble, and we, 
unfortunately, weren’t alerted to the problems that were going to 
develop. 

Now, with this change, which we think is correct—the other test, 
we thought, was artificial—the 65-70 test procedure is what is used 
in all other textile fabrics that we know anything about, and it seems 
a reasonable and proper thing to do, and we believe it will not endanger 
the public. 

Senator Purrett. Thank you very much, Mr. Barnes. 

Mr. Miller, would you care to testify while you are here? 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH L. MILLER, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF COTTON MANUFACTURERS 


Mr. Mititer. Thank you, Senator. I am Joseph L. Miller of the 
National Association of Cotton Manufacturers, the oldest trade 
association in America. 

The only thing I would like to add, Senator, is that both Mr. 
Barnes and Mr. Allan are members of our association’s flamma- 
bility committee. The third member, Mr. Jack McMahon of Berk- 
shire Fine Spinning Associates in Providence, R. I., if he were here, 
if he could have been here, would heartily concur. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Purrett. Do I understand this proposed amendment 
here not only meets with the approval of the gentlemen you have 
mentioned, but of your associatioa as well? 

Mr. Miuuier. Of our association as well. 

Senator PurrELL. And will it remove that problem that they were 
confronted with of being on the sort of narrow edge, whereby most 
of them, I think, bad a good bit of their fabrics which would conform 
and then they would find something that wovld.’t? 

Mr. Miuuer. Senator, I would only amend that by saying most of 
our New England fabrics weren’t affected anyway. 

Senator Purte tt. I realize that. 

Mr. Miuier. But those few that were on the fine line—with this 
testing by the normal humidity, normal atmosphere, as the goods are 
normally worn in dresses, all of them will meet the standards. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Purrey. I thank you very much, Mr. Miller for coming. 

Since we have heard all the witnesses who have appeared, or wished 
to appear here, the hearing will be closed. With thanks for coming 
and appearing. 

(Whereupon, at 3:55 p. m., the hearing was closed.) 

x 








